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PER CURI AM

Al emreyhu Kenno Kassa and Et segenet Shel emu Kassahun, husband
and wi fe, and natives and citizens of Ethiopia, seek review of the
decision of the Board of Inmmgration Appeals (“Board”) denying
their notion to reconsider. The petition for reviewis untinely as
to the March 21, 2002, order affirmng the inmgration judge' s

order denying their application for asylum and w thholding of

deportation. See Stone v. INS, 514 U S. 386, 405-06 (1995).

The petition for reviewis tinely as to the Board’ s deni al of
the notion for reconsideration. W have reviewed the record and the
Board’ s order and find that the Board did not abuse its discretion.

See 8 C.F.R § 3.2(b)(2) (2002); INSv. Doherty, 502 U S. 314, 323-

24 (1992); Yanez-Popp v. INS, 998 F.2d 231, 234 (4th Gr. 1993).

We deny as untinmely the petition for reviewas to the Board' s
order of March 21, 2002. We deny the petition for review upon
finding that the Board did not abuse its discretion in denying the
nmotion for reconsideration. W deny the notion for sunmary
affirmance. W dispense with oral argunment because the facts and
| egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before

the court and argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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